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REMARKS 

■ Claims 1-8, 10, 11 14-28 and 31 are currently pending; 

■ All claims stand rejected; 

■ Of the pending claims, claims 1, 14, 20, 26, and 27, are independent; 

■ Claims 1-8, 10, 11 14-28 and 31 are in condition for allowance as a 
result of this response. 

1. Claim Rejections - Section 101 

Claims 1-8, 10, 11 and 14-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as being 
allegedly directed to non-statutory subject matter. Specifically, the Examiner asserted 
that the claimed "method fails to show a tangible result. In order for a method to be 
tangible it must show a real-world or perceivable result. In the instant case, the method 
results in transmitting messages, which are not, a real-world result because nothing is 
stated as to what happens after the messages, have been transmitted." (Office Action at 
page 2, section 2). 

With respect to claim 1 , it is recited that game play information is processed to 
determine a message and the message is transmitted to a player of the gaming device. 
Assuming, arguendo, that the Examiner is correct in asserting that a test for practical 
application of an idea requires a tangible result, the Examiner is incorrect when asserting 
that the claimed method "results in transmitting messages, which are not, a real-world 
result because nothing is stated as to what happens after the messages, have been 
transmitted". In fact, the transmission of the claimed message is itself a "real world" and 
"perceivable" result independent of any event transpiring after such transmission. 
Applicants therefore respectfiiUy assert that claim 1 is directed to statutory matter. As 
claim 14 likewise recites language similar to that described above with reference to claim 

1, claim 14 is likewise in condition for allowance. As all of claims 2-8, 10, 11 and 15-19 
depend upon claims 1 and 14, they are likewise in condition for allowance. 

2. Claim Rejections - Section 102 
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Claims 1-8. 10. 11 20. and 26-28 

Claims 1-8, 10, 11 20, and 26-28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,641,484 to Oles et al. (hereinafter " Oles "). Specifically, 
the Examiner asserted that Oles discloses "deriving game play information fi-om a 
gaming device independent from the operation of the gaming device (abstract. Figs. 1&2 
and column 1 lines 49-52 & lines 56-62); processing the game play information to 
determine a message (column 10 lines 53-62, column 16 line 48 - column 17 line 4 & 
Figs. 3 & 5); and transmitting the message to a player of the gaming machine (column 16 
lines 55-60 & column 17 lines 4-7)." (page 3, lines 21-26 of the Office Action ). 

Apphcants respectfiiUy traverse this rejection for the reasons set forth below. 

Applicants assert that Oles does not teach or suggest the following feature of 
claim 1: 

■ deriving game play infonnation from a gaming device independent 
from the operation of the gaming device 
With reference to the Examiner's citations, Oles recites at column 1 lines 47-62: 

The present invention is a gaming machine which includes a security 
system. The security system includes at least one security data 
collection device, such as a camera for collecting image information 
and/or a microphone for collecting audio information regarding 
activities associated with the gaming machine. 

In one embodiment of the invention, the gaming machine includes a 
housing and is arranged to present at least one game for play by a player. 
One or more image collection devices, such as cameras, are supported 
by the housing. At least one image collection device is arranged to collect 
image information regarding activities occurring at or associated with the 
exterior of the gaming machine. These images may comprise images of a 
player playing the gaming machine and images of use of gaming machine 
buttons, coin and bill acceptors and the like. 

As is clearly evident from this description, the security system is an integral part 
of the gaming machine. Specifically, the gaming machine includes the security system 
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that includes a collection device, such as cameras. At the Examiner's citations to Figs. 1 
and 2, there are illustrated cameras 32, 50a in accordance with the above recited 
description. Applicants further note that the integral relationship between the gaming 
machine and the cameras is not dependent on physical proximity between the two. 
Rather, as illustrated in Fig. 3, the gaming machine 20 is logically inclusive of the 
cameras 32, 50a, 50b which are all three in tum coupled to the gaming machine controller 
44. Applicants note that the dotted line inclusive of the components forming gaming 
machine 20 entirely encloses cameras 32, 50a, 50b and gaming machine controller 44. 
As disclosed at col. 8, lines 36-41, "Preferably, the cameras 32, 50a,b are associated with 
the gaming machine controller 44 via the bus 62. This association permits the cameras 
32, 50a,b to transmit image data the gaming machine controller 44, and allows the 
processor 58 to send data such as camera control instructions ... to each camera 32, 
50a.b." 

It is therefore evident that the security system in general, and the cameras in 
particular, are both logically a part of the gaming machine and, in the embodiments 
illustrated, are physically integrated with the gaming machine. Furthermore, the cameras 
transmit data to and receive instructions from the game machine controller 44 and, thusly, 
the derivation of any data by the cameras is dependent upon the operation of the gaming 
machine. 

It is therefore evident that, contrary to the Examiner's assertions, Oles does not 
disclose deriving game play information from a gaming device independent from the 
operation of the gaming device as recited in claim 1. In fact, the security system 
disclosed by Oles is an integral part of the gaming machine and, as such, transmits data to 
and receives control instructions from the gaming machine controller. Because the 
security system does not operate independent of the gaming device, but rather forms a 
part of the gaming device, game play information derived from the security system of 
Oles cannot be derived independent of the operation of the gaming device. For this 
reason alone, claim 1 is in condition for allowance. As all of independent claims 14, 20, 
26 and 27 likewise recite language similar to that discussed above with respect to claim 
1, they are likewise in condition for allowance. As all of claims 2-8, 10, 11 and 28 
depend upon claims 1 and 27, they are likewise in condition for allowance. 
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Applicants furthermore assert that Oles does not teach the following feature of 
claim 1: 

■ processing the game play information [that is derived from a gaming 
device independent of the operation of the gaming device] to 
determine a message 

Specifically, Applicants respectfully reassert that which was previously argued in 
the Amendment and Response dated August 28, 2006 at, generally, pages 15-17. As 
previously argued, Oles describes at col. 1 6. lines 4S-60 using a camera and/or 
microphone as part of a one or two-way player communication device. However, the 
description of what the one or two-way player communication device may be used for is 
devoid of any description of outputting messages that are determined based on game play 
information derived from a gaming device. Rather, the passage describes utilizing the 
communication device to allow the player to communicate with other parties such as 
players of other machines or service personnel. Thus, it is described that a player request 
may be forwarded to gaming personnel, who may transmit messages that are responses to 
the request back to the player. To emphasize, in Oles the messages that casino personnel 
may transmit to the player are messages that are responses to a player request. There is 
recited no disclosure that such messages are determined based on any game play data, 
much less based on game play data derived from a gaming device independent from the 
operation of the gaming device. Applicants therefore once again assert that it is improper 
to assert, as the Examiner does, that messages output via such a one or two-way player 
communication device read upon the claimed messages determined based upon game 
play data derived from a gaming device. 

Applicants note that the Examiner responded to this argument in the "Response to 
Arguments" section of the present Office Action. Specifically, the Examiner asserted 
that "In the absfract of Oles et al, the camera can collect image information and/or the 
microphone can collect audio information regarding activities associated with the gaming 
machine (deriving game play information). In column 16 line 48 - column 17 line 4, 
what is seen through the camera determines what type of audio and/or video feedback is 
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given (transmitted message). Since a request was made, the request went from the 
gaming device to the gaming personnel which means that the gaming personnel had to 
process the request in order to know what kind of message to send back to the player 
(Figs. 3&5)." (page 12, line 16 - page 13, line 1). 

Applicants respectfully assert that the Examiner is in error when characterizing 
the teachings of Oles. Assuming, arguendo, that processing by gaming personnel of 
"what is seen through the camera" produces audio and/or video feedback equivalent to a 
transmitted message, Oles does not disclose that "what is seen" is game play information 
derived from a gaming device, let alone game play information derived from a gaming 
device independent from the operation of the gaming device as recited in claim 1. For 
this additional reason, it is once again asserted that Oles does not teach all of the recited 
elements of claim 1. . As all of independent claims 14, 20, 26 and 27 likewise recite 
language similar to that discussed above with respect to claim 1, they are likewise in 
condition for allowance. As all of claims 2-8, 10, 11 and 28 depend upon claims 1 and 
27, they are likewise in condition for allowance. 

Claims 14 and 15 

Claims 14 and 15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,755,741 to Rafaeli . Specifically, the Examiner asserted that "Rafaeli 
discloses a method, comprising: capturing game play data displayed on a display 
component of a gaming device, the capturing being independent from the operation of the 
gaming device (Fig. 8A); comparing the captured data stored in memory of a computing 
device to identify the occurrence of a predetermined game play event (Fig. 8B; section 
83: the examiner views this limitation as being able to compare what is displayed in 
section 83 with the predetermined outcomes in memory to determine whether or not the 
captured image is a winning or loosing [sic] outcome); determining, based on the 
comparing, a message corresponding to the predetermined event (column 9 lines 20-25: 
"WINS" and "LOSSES"); and transmitting the message to a player of the gaming device 
(column 5 lines 36-45, column 9 lines 20-25: "WINS" and "LOSSES" & Fig. 8B)." 
(page 8, lines 3 - 14 of the Office Action). 
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Applicants respectfully assert that the Examiner is in error when characterizing 
the teachings of Rafaeli . Specifically, Applicants assert that Rafaeli does not teach the 
following feature of claim 14: 

■ comparing the captured data to data stored in a memory of a 

computing device to identify the occurrence of a predetermined game 
play event. 

It is well established that "A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as 
set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior 
art reference." Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 
USPQ2d 105 1, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). It is therefore not sufficient to substantiate a 
rejection under 35 USC 102(e) by asserting, as the Examiner does, that the mere ability 
"to compare what is displayed in section 83 with the predetermined outcomes in 
memory" is equivalent to disclosing a step of comparing. Applicants assert that Rafaeli 
does not disclose, at the Examiner's citations or elsewhere, comparing captured data to 
data stored in a memory as recited in claim 14. Applicants further assert that the 
Examiner is incorrect in asserting that Rafaeli discloses "determining, based on the 
comparing, a message corresponding to the predetermined event (column 9 lines 20-25: 
"WINS" and "LOSSES")". As noted above, there is disclosed no such comparing, and, 
therefore, no subsequent determination of a message based upon such a comparison. In 
fact, the only disclosure of the method by which Rafaeli determines a win or a loss is 
found at col. 1, lines 20-22 whereat it is recited "A data processor system 'automatically' 
credits the player for the 'wins' and debits the player for the 'losses' according to the 
specific game choice." As is evident, there is no disclosure of any comparison when 
crediting or debiting a player for wins or losses, let alone a comparison between captured 
data and data stored in a memory of a computing device as claimed. For all of these 
reasons, claim 14 is in condition for allowance. As claim 15 depends upon claim 14, it is 
likewise in condition for allowance. 

3. Claim Rejections - Section 103 
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Claim 16 

Claim 16 stands rejected as being unpatentable over Rafaeli in view of Oles et al. 
Specifically, the Examiner asserted that "... Oles et al. teaches wherein the camera is 
attached to the gaming device (Fig. 1). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include wherein the camera is 
attached to the gaming device, as disclosed by Oles et al., incorporated in order to 
encompass the area of the buttons, coin acceptor and bill vaUdator." (Current Office 
Action, page 9, section 7). 

Applicants respectfully assert that the combination of Rafaeli and Oles, such a 
combination neither suggested nor deemed appropriate, is improper. As discussed in 
MPEP § 2143.01, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to 
modify or combine reference teachings. Applicants assert that Rafaeli and Oles teach 
away from a combination of their teachings and disclosures. 

First, as noted above, Oles discloses a gaming device including a security system 
that includes a collection device, such as a camera. The camera is therefore dependent 
upon the operation of the gaming device as it forms a part of the gaming device. 
Applicants further note that the Examiner is in error when asserting that Oles discloses a 
camera "attached to the gaming device". In fact, as is evident from the discussion above, 
the camera is an integral part of the gaming device, not attached thereto. As a result, 
Oles does not provide a suggestion or motivation for combination with any teachings 
directed to a camera separated in form and function fi"om a gaming device such as is 
disclosed by Rafaeli . 

Conversely, as is clearly illustrated at Fig. 8A of Rafaeli. and recited in the 
accompanying text at col. 9, lines 3-10, Rafaeli discloses a camera that is separate and 
distinct from a slot machine and is utilized to view the slot machine. As such, Rafaeli 
does not provide a suggestion or motivation for combination with any teachings directed 
to a camera that is integrated with, and forms a part of, a gaming device as is disclosed by 
Oles . As a result, the combination of the teachings of Oles and Rafaeli is improper and 
claim 16 is in condition for allowance. 
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Claims 17-19 

Claims 17-19 stand rejected as being unpatentable over Rafaeli in view of Rowe 
(2003/0028480). (Current Office Action, page 9, section 8). 

Claims 17-19 are dependent from claim 14 and therefore include all of the 
limitations of claim 14, including the one argued above as patentable over Rafaeli . 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 17-19 are patentable at least for 
the same reasons as claim 14. 

Claims 21-25 

Claims 21-25 stand rejected as being obvious over Oles in view of Rowe (Current 
Office Action, pages 10-11, section 9). 

Claims 21-25 are dependent fi-om claim 20 and therefore include all of the 
limitations of claim 20, including the one argued above as patentable over Oles. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfiiUy submit that claims 21-25 are patentable at least for 
the same reasons as claim 20. 
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Conclusion 

Accordingly, Applicants believe all of the pending claims are now allowable over 

the prior art of record, are in condition for allowance, and respectfully request their 
allowance. The Examiner's early examination and consideration are respectfully 
requested. If there are any questions regarding the present application, the Examiner is 
invited to contact Applicants' undersigned attorney using the information provided 
below. 

While no fees are believed to be due at this time, please charge any fees that may 
be required for this Amendment to Deposit Account No. 50-0271 . Furthermore, should 
an extension of time be required, please grant any extension of time which may be 
required to make this Amendment timely, and please charge any fee for such an 
extension to Deposit Account No. 50-0271 . 

If the Examiner has any questions regarding this amendment or the present 
application, the Examiner is cordially requested to contact Jeffrey R. Ambroziak at 
telephone number (203) 461-7317 or via electronic mail at 
Jambroziak@walkerdigital.com. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Januarv 12. 2007 
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